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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed 12/02/2005. 

2. Claims 1-26 are pending. Claims 1, 8, 15, and 22 are independent claims. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakao, U.S. Patent No. 6,061,697, issued May 2000, in view of Brown et al. 
(hereinafter "Brown"), U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0177321, published September 2004. 

Independent claim 1 cites: A method to restrict editing in a tag-delimited, multi- 
formatted document comprising: parsing said multi-formatted document; identifying a 
plurality of tags responsive to said parsing; generating a revised document based on 
said multi-formatted document, 

Nakao teaches a SGML document editing apparatus which is implemented with a 
method of parsing a formatted SGML document (Col. 5, 1. 5-22; Col. 7, 1. 13-25) and 
identifying a plurality of editable tags in the document (Col. 9, 1. 1-45). Nakao teaches 
generating a revised document based on the formatted SGML document, and a method 
of keeping a revision history of either portions of the document or the entire document 
(Col. 7, 1. 13-25; Col. 20, I. 25-36). 
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Claim 1 also cites: inserting one or more restriction tags into said revised 
document delimiting non-editable content defined by one or more of said plurality of 
tags; and restricting edit functions of a page editor responsive to said page editor 
reading said one or more restriction tags. 

Nakao teaches a detailed method of inserting restriction tags into a DTD for the revised 
document delimiting non-editable content defined by the tags (Col. 12, 1. 10-Col. 14, 1. 
67) and restricting edit functions of a page editor responsive to the editor reading the 
restriction tags (Claim 14). While Nakao teaches use of a DTD, Nakao does not 
explicitly teach inserting restriction tags into the revised document, however, Brown 
teaches a method of inserting restriction tags into the editable, i.e., revised, document 
(p. 9, par. 107-p. 10, par. 109) including instance level restrictions. Brown teaches a 
method of creating a bounding DTD to restrict editing of a formatted structured 
document similar to the editing DTD of Nakao, however, whereas Nakao teaches the 
steps of creating the DTD, Brown explicitly teaches the steps of inserting the tags into 
the editable document (p. 8, par. 94-p. 9, par. 105). Both inventions are directed toward 
restricting editing operations on structured documents. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply Brown to Nakao, so 
that the user would have the benefit of techniques that enable application developers to 

m 

have some control over what users can do when editing a structured document file 
(Brown p. 2, par. 21). 
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Regarding dependent claim 2, Nakao teaches compiling a list of document 
locations containing editable content defined by said one or more of said plurality of 
tags (Fig. 12; Col. 14, 1.45-61). 

Regarding dependent claim 3, while Nakao does not explicitly teach hiding the 
restriction tags, Brown teaches a method of creating a bounding DTD to restrict editing 
of a formatted structured document (p. 5, par. 59). Brown teaches hiding of restriction 
tags so that the user of a page editor cannot see the tags during editing (p. 6, par. 72). 
Both inventions are directed toward restricting editing operations on structured 
documents. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to apply Brown to Nakao, so that the user would have the benefit of 
techniques that enable application developers to have some control over what users 
can do when editing a structured document file (Brown p. 2, par. 21). 

Regarding dependent claims 4 and 5, Nakao teaches setting a restriction flag 
in said revised document to activate edit restriction, by adding a special symbol to 
denote editing restriction (Col. 11,1. 8-35). Nakao teaches that restriction is activated 
when the restriction flag is parsed. Nakao also teaches locking and unlocking editing 
permission in a document portion. 

Regarding dependent claim 6, while Nakao does not explicitly teach 
presenting a notification to a user of said restricted editing responsive to a user 
attempting to edit a location delimited by said one or more restriction tags, Brown 
teaches the use of shading to notify the user of a restrictive editing location (p. 7, par. 
80). Both inventions are directed toward restricting editing operations on structured 
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documents. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to apply Brown to Nakao, so that the user would have the benefit of 
techniques that enable application developers to have some control over what users 
can do when editing a structured document file (Brown p. 2, par. 21). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Nakao teaches stripping out the restriction tags 
when said page editor writes said edited multi-formatted document for presentation, 
because the partial editing DTD is not applied to the presentation document but allows 
independent parsing of the editable document (Col. 6, 1. 50-54). This allows the output 
of an edited document with or without history information (), i.e., stripped tags (Col. 7, 1. 
25-35). 

In regard to independent claim 8, Nakao teaches a SGML document editing 
apparatus which is implemented with a method of parsing a formatted SGML document 
(Col. 5, 1. 5-22; Col. 7, 1. 13-25) and identifying a plurality of editable tags in the 
document (Col. 9, 1. 1-45); compare to claim 8, code for parsing said multi-formatted 
document, wherein said each of said multiple formats is delimited in said multi-formatted 
document by one or more descriptive labels; code for analyzing said one or more 
descriptive labels. Nakao teaches generating a revised document based on the 
formatted SGML document, and a method of keeping a revision history of either 
portions of the document or the entire document (Col. 7, 1. 13-25; Col. 20, 1. 25-36), 
compare to code for generating a modified document using content of said multi- 
formatted document Nakao teaches a detailed method of inserting restriction tags into 
a DTD for the revised document delimiting non-editable content defined by the tags 
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(Col. 12, 1. 10-Col. 14, 1. 67) and restricting edit functions of a page editor responsive to 
the editor reading the restriction tags (Claim 14). 

While Nakao teaches use of a DTD, Nakao does not explicitly teach inserting 
restriction tags into the revised document, however, Brown teaches a method of 
inserting restriction tags into the editable, i.e., revised, document (p. 9, par. 107-p. 10, 
par. 109) including instance level restrictions, to be processed by a document editor, 
compare to code for inserting a prohibition label in said modified document around each 
instance of non-editable content as defined by said one or more descriptive labels; and 
code for prohibiting edit functions of a document editor responsive to said prohibition 
labels. Brown teaches a method of creating a bounding DTD to restrict editing of a 
formatted structured document similar to the editing DTD of Nakao, however, whereas 
Nakao teaches the steps of creating the DTD, Brown explicitly teaches the steps of 
inserting the tags into the editable document (p. 8, par. 94-p. 9, par. 105). Both 
inventions are directed toward restricting editing operations on structured documents. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
apply Brown to Nakao, so that the user would have the benefit of techniques that enable 
application developers to have some control over what users can do when editing a 
structured document file (Brown p. 2, par. 21). 

Regarding dependent claims 9-14, claims 9-14 reflect substantially similar 
subject matter as claimed in dependent claims 2-7, being directed to the computer 
program product used to implement the methods as claimed in dependent claims 2-7, 
and are rejected along the same rationale. 
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Independent claim 15 cites: A method to restrict editing of a Web document 
comprising: parsing said Web document; analyzing a plurality of markup tags within 
said Web document; generating a substitute Web document with content of said Web 
document; inserting one or more restriction markup tags in said substitute Web 
document demarcating non-editable content items defined by one or more of said 
plurality of markup tags; and restricting edit functions of a Web editor responsive to said 
one or more restriction markup tags, 

Nakao teaches a SGML document editing apparatus, i.e., a Web document editor, 
which is implemented with a method of parsing a formatted SGML document (Col. 5, 1. 
5-22; Col. 7, 1. 13-25) and identifying a plurality of editable tags in the document (Col. 9, 
I. 1-45). Nakao teaches generating a revised document based on the formatted SGML 
document, and a method of keeping a revision history of either portions of the document 
or the entire document (Col. 7, 1. 13-25; Col. 20, 1. 25-36). Nakao teaches a detailed 
method of inserting restriction tags into a DTD for the revised document delimiting non- 
editable content defined by the tags (Col. 12, 1. 10-CoL 14, 1. 67) and restricting edit 
functions of a page editor responsive to the editor reading the restriction tags (Claim 
14). 

While Nakao teaches use of a DTD, Nakao does not explicitly teach inserting 
restriction tags into the revised document, however, Brown teaches a method of 
inserting restriction tags into the editable, i.e., revised, document (p. 9, par. 107-p. 10, 
par. 109) including instance level restrictions, to be processed by a document editor. 
Brown teaches a method of creating a bounding DTD to restrict editing of a formatted 
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structured document similar to the editing DTD of Nakao, however, whereas Nakao 
teaches the steps of creating the DTD, Brown explicitly teaches the steps of inserting 
the tags into the editable document (p. 8, par. 94-p. 9, par. 105). Both inventions are 
directed toward restricting editing operations on structured documents. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to apply 
Brown to Nakao, so that the user would have the benefit of techniques that enable 
application developers to have some control over what users can do when editing a 
structured document file (Brown p. 2, par. 21). 

Regarding dependent claims 16-21, claims 16-21 reflect substantially similar 
subject matter as claimed in dependent claims 2-7, and are rejected along the same 
rationale. 

Independent claim 22 cites: A system for preserving design elements of a Web 
page during content editing, said system comprising: a Web development environment 
comprising: a parsing engine for analyzing a plurality of Web page markup tags; a list 
of restriction tags for insertion around said design elements, as defined by one or more 
of said plurality of Web page markup tags; and a page editor comprising: a plurality of 
deselectable editing functions, wherein said deselection is responsive to said restriction 
tags. 

Nakao teaches a SGML document editing apparatus which is implemented with a 
method of parsing a formatted SGML document (Col. 5, 1. 5-22; Col. 7, 1. 13-25) and 
identifying a plurality of editable tags in the document (Col. 9, 1. 1-45). Nakao teaches a 
list of restriction tags for insertion around formatting elements. While Nakao teaches a 
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page editor, Nakao does not explicitly teach a page editor comprising a plurality of 
deselectable editing functions, where deselection is responsive to restriction tags. 
However, Brown teaches a web development environment and page editor with 
deselectable editing functions responsive to the restriction tags (p. 6, par. 72; p. 7, par. 
80). Both inventions are directed toward restricting editing operations on structured 
documents. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to apply Brown to Nakao, so that the user would have the benefit of 
techniques that enable application developers to have some control over what users 
can do when editing a structured document file (Brown p. 2, par. 21). 

Regarding dependent claim 23, Nakao teaches a method of parsing a 
formatted SGML document (Col. 5, 1. 5-22; Col. 7, 1. 13-25) and identifying a plurality of 
editable tags in the document (Col. 9, 1. 1-45); compare to: a Web page is processed by 
said Web development environment to obtain said restriction tags. 

Regarding dependent claim 24, while Nakao does not explicitly teach that a 
subject matter expert operates said page editor to perform said content editing, Brown 
teaches that the editing system is designed for both application developers and users, 
where the users operate the restrictive page editor (p. 2, par. 21). The users taught by 
brown correspond to subject matter experts and would include that group. Both 
inventions are directed toward restricting editing operations on structured documents. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
apply Brown to Nakao, so that the user would have the benefit of techniques that enable 
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application developers to have some control over what users can do when editing a 
structured document file (Brown p. 2, par. 21). 

Regarding dependent claim 26, while Nakao does not explicitly teach a 
restriction switch, Brown teaches a restriction switch for deselecting editing functionality 
(Figure 14) compare to a restriction switch, accessible by said Web development 
environment, for activating deselectability of said plurality of deselectable editing 
functions. 

5. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakao in view of Brown as applied to claims 1-24 and 26 above, and further in 
view of Judson, U.S. Patent No. 5,752,643, issued November 1996. 

Regarding dependent claim 25, while Nakao in view of Brown does not 
explicitly teach a cover object for obscuring the restriction tags from view, Judson 
teaches hiding tags in HTML comment tags and/or by the creation of a covering tag to 
obscure another tag from view (Col. 5, 1. 16-40), compare to a cover object for 
obscuring said restriction tags from view in said page editor 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 12/02/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. While applicant argues that the combination of Nakao and Brown does 
not teach the limitations of claim 1 and dependent claims 2-7 (Remarks, p. 6-8), 
applicant's arguments depend on partial, piecemeal citations of the reference passages 
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cited in the first Office Action rather than reading the cited passages in their entirety. 
In response to applicant's arguments in regard to claim 1 that Nakao does not teach the 
limitation identifying a plurality of tags, Nakao does indeed teach identifying a plurality of 
tags as was cited on page 2 of the first Office Action (Col. 9, 1. 1-45), specifically in the 
following passages: the SGML information of a particular document element comprises 
a tag.., (Col. 9, 1. 7-8), and: Each element of a document is stored in a database. Each 
element is assigned an instance identifier and managed (Col. 9, 1. 11-1 3). It was 
notoriously well known in the art at the time of the invention that a SGML element was 
also known as a "tag". Because Nakao teaches that each element, i.e., tag, of a 
document was assigned an instance identifier, Nakao teaches identifying a plurality of 
tags. 

7. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually 
(Remarks, p. 6-13), one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 
231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Specifically, in regard to claim 1, Nakao teaches a 
detailed method of inserting restriction tags into a DTD for the revised document 
delimiting non-editable content defined by the tags (Col. 12, 1. 10-Col. 14, 1. 67) and 
restricting edit functions of a page editor responsive to the editor reading the restriction 
tags (Claim 14). While Nakao teaches inserting restriction tags into a DTD, Nakao does 
not explicitly teach inserting restriction tags into the revised document, however, Brown 
teaches a method of inserting restriction tags into the editable, i.e., revised, document 
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(p. 9, par. 107-p. 10, par. 109) including instance level restrictions. Brown teaches a 
method of creating a bounding DTD to restrict editing of a formatted structured 
document similar to the editing DTD of Nakao, however, whereas Nakao teaches the 
steps of creating the DTD, Brown also explicitly teaches the steps of inserting the tags 
into the editable document (p. 8, par. 94-p. 9, par. 105). Brown also teaches restricting 
the edit functions of the page editor responsive to the editor reading restrictive tags (p. 
10, par. 108-198). Therefore, the combination of Nakao with Brown does teach each 
and every limitation of claim 1. 

8. Further, both inventions are directed toward restricting editing operations on 
structured documents. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to apply Brown to Nakao, so that the user would have the 
benefit of techniques that enable application developers to have some control over what 
users can do when editing a structured document file (Brown p. 2, par. 21). Both Nakao 
and Brown disclose similar methods to achieve the purpose of document editing 
restriction, and it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the two. 

9. Applicant argues regarding claim 8 and dependent claims 9-14 that Nakao does 
not teach the limitations code for analyzing said one or more descriptive labels;.... code 
for inserting a prohibition label in said modified document around each instance of non- 
editable content... (Remarks, p. 8-10). It is respectfully noted that applicant's 
arguments hinge upon the distinction between a "tag" and a "label". However, it was 
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well known in the art at the time of the invention that "tag" and "label" were equivalent 
terms. 

10. Applicant argues regarding claim 15 and dependent claims 16-21 and claim 22 
and dependent claims 23-26 are substantially similar to the arguments for claims 1 and 
8 and their dependent claims, and for the same reasons, are not persuasive. 



Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amelia Rutledge whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7508. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:30 - 6:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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